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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is responsive to the amendment received 8/23/06. Examiner 
notes pending claims 1, 4-6, 8, 11-13 and 15-16. 



Drawings 

2. Figures 1a-c, 2 and 3 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- 
because only that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected 
drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action 
to avoid abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled 
"Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct 
any portion of the drawing figures; If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: step (b) occurs 
twice. Also at the end of step (e) it states "includes said learned dynamic information of; 
and," These are believed to be typographical errors. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
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regards as the invention. Claim 1 recites "(b) a user information". It is unclear the 
intention of this limitation which is no where repeated in the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 1,4-5, 8, 11-12 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Millier et al., US Patent 5899995, hereinafter Millier. 

As in Claims 1 and 8, Millier teaches an electronic document viewer system for 
personalized presentation to a user of a plurality of electronic documents input from a 
source, said system comprising: 

a knowledge base comprising a plurality of concepts, themes, sub-concepts 
and/or sub-themes (hierarchy stored in memory), 

a user preferences knowledge base comprising preferences information personal 
to the user (voting or past usage Col. 3, line 18 et seq.), 

a concept recognizer component configured for using the knowledge base for 
recognizing concepts, themes and sub-concepts, sub-themes associated with content of 
documents (ref. 230 Feature Recognizer), a user preferences knowledge base 
comprising preferences information personal to said user (Fig. 2B, ref. 240), 

a user information (input, display, etc.), 
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a concept learner component configured for automatically learning dynamic 
information pertaining to the user based on prior actions of the user automatically 
sensed by an environment sensor for input to the knowledge base (Column 3, lines 18 
et seq.), 

a prioritization analyzer component configured for dynamic ordering of the 
recognized concepts, themes and sub-concepts, sub-themes with the documents 
associated therewith (Fig. 8, 9 and corresponding text), according to priorities of the 
user determined from the preferences information (Col. 4, line 10 et seq.), wherein 
preferences information includes learned dynamic information of (Col. 3, lines 19-34) 
and 

a viewer component configured for presenting on an electronic display a first 
hierarchical level of multiple levels of prioritized concept identifiers interlinked according 
to a hierarchical structure based on said ordering (Fig. 2A), wherein each concept 
identifier represents the documents associated therewith and a concept, theme, sub- 
concept, sub-theme (Col. 5) and for presenting on the electronic display in turn one or 
more in turn (Col. 6, line 10) lower hierarchical levels of the hierarchical structure of 
prioritized concept identifiers upon selection thereof by the user from a concept identifier 
presented on the electronic display (Col. 5, line 55 et seq.). 

As in Claims 4 and 1 1 , Millier teaches an input document processing component 
configured for outputting a static document map corresponding to the input electronic 
documents (Col. 3, line 48 et seq.). 
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As in Claims 5 and 12, Millier teaches a highlighter component configured for 
identifying key content of said input document on the basis of said document map (Col. 
3, line 60 et seq.). 

As in Claims 15 and 16, Millier teaches the viewer component configured for 
selectively presenting on the display, upon selection of one of the concept identifiers by 
the use, the next lower hierarchical level of concept identifiers (Col. 5, line 55 et seq.). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 
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8. Claims 6 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Millier et al., US Patent 5899995, hereinafter Millier, and further in view of Hyatt, US 
Patent 6678602. 

In reference to Claims 6 and 13, Millier teaches identification of key content 
within an input document and creation of a static document map for creating a 
hierarchical configuration based on user's priorities and identified concepts (see 
rejections supra). While Millier teaches the viewer system and method for creating the 
hierarchy, recognizing concepts and themes, creating document maps and identifying 
key content, Millier fails to show displaying a predetermined amount of key content for a 
document corresponding to the particulars presented by the viewer component when a 
cursor operated by a user is positioned in the area of the particulars as recited in the 
claims. In the same field of the invention, Hyatt teaches a hierarchy configuration 
method similar to that of Millier. In addition, Hyatt further teaches displaying a 
predetermined amount of data for the node with which the cursor position corresponds 
("provide a supplementary 'bubble 1 of information on the display when a mouse cursor is 
positioned on a node of interest", Column 13, lines 26-28). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Millier and Hyatt before him at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the viewer system and method for creating 
the hierarchy as taught by Millier to include the proximity selection of nodes to display a 
given amount of key data of Hyatt, in order to obtain a preview for a node document that 
may be in consideration by the user. One would have been motivated to make such a 
combination because a method for previewing the information without opening the 
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document would have been obtained so as to determine whether or not the user is 
interested in the document, as taught by Hyatt. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants arguments filed 8/23/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the arguments that Millier fails to teach dynamic learning of the 
basis of automatically sensed environmental information, the examiner disagrees. The 
system automatically senses the user's interaction with the system as seen supra. 
Furthermore the system learns dynamically along with the user interaction with the 
Smart Folder. 

In response to the arguments that Millier fails to teach dynamic recognition of 
concepts associated with documents, the examiner disagrees. Millier teaches 
processing new documents dynamically recognizing new terms and concepts for said 
document as they are input to the system (Fig. 7, step S730 on and corresponding text). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., a specific "given set of documents" and "prioritization ... ") are not recited in the 
rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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In response to the arguments that Millier fails to teach "a concept learner 
component that creates dynamic information pertaining to the user based on data 
sensed from the system's environment for input to a knowledge base ofuser data", the 
examiner disagrees. Millier clearly teaches a learning system, that is constantly 
evolving. In the sections cited from Millier, it states "The profile can adjust according to 
user's actions to become better and better at categorizing the user's documents," (Col. 
3, lines 29-31), in which preferences information is continuously, dynamically updated 
by user's actions therefore prior actions of the user affect the preferences information 
once they have been obtained. By updating the profile, terms listed and ranked in Fig. 
4B are updated. One of these terms will be the title of the folder based on ranking. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sara M. Hanne whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4135. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30am-4:00pm, off on 
alternating Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, WEILUN LO can be reached on (571) 272-4847. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

r 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. • 
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